Page 6 line 56: Given that your analyses focused on players and on coaches, I initially presumed that questionnaires from those of an "unknown role" were removed from analysis. However, examining the numbers in Tables 1 and 2 show that you 4248 respondents with a known role (112 coaches + 4136 players; Table 1 ), but 4257 respondents were listed in Table 2 . Please confirm explicitly how respondents of an unknown role were treated.
Page 7 line 12: Suggest adding an explicit link within this sentence to Table 2.   Page 7 Table 2 : By providing only a combined percentage, you are making a particularly interesting result less obvious (i.e., % coaches unaware of Safe Six decreases from 52% to 23% to 10%, while % players unaware decreases from 74% to 62%, then remains steady at 64%). Since you independently discuss is players and coaches, I suggest you amend you table to provide a separate % for each role. Table 3 : You appear to have a high proportion of players (over 60% I make it) who could not be linked to a specific coach. Consequently, your analysis and conclusion is based on a minority of your sample. I suggest that you identify this small subsample as a limitation, and urge caution in interpreting this particular result.
Page 7 line 55 to page 8 line 6: Your description here is not clear. You describe participants being asked to "name" the exercises, and then to "correctly complete". As I do not have access to your questionnaire within the supplementary material, I do not understand what you have written here and what the problem is in presented percentages in Table 4 . Please clarify.
Page 8 Table 4: If I am interpreting Table 4 correctly, then between 14 and 22 of the 47 coaches (or of the 36 who said that they were familiar with BokSmart) could correctly list each exercise. As you state in your discussion, these results clearly show that the ability to name the exercises was poor. Your results section on this point would benefit from making such a statement within the results (e.g., page 8 line 5).
Page 8 Table 5 : You analysed 1599 responses to this question, but only 1412 respondents stated that they knew what the Safe Six was (Table 2 ). Did you screen the questionnaire respondents to remove individuals who reported not knowing what the Safe Six programme was? Please account for this discrepancy.
Page 8 line 29: "In the last 6-8 weeks have you ever used" the Safe Six exercises is a low standard to set. For future research, consider reviewing the response options for this question (i.e., alwaysmostly -rarely -never). The implication of the phrasing of the question is that you are likely to overestimate the implementation of the programme; this point should be considered in your discussion.
Page 8 Table 5 : I do not understand why you have given a combined % here since your discussion is of coaches and of players separately. Suggest provide number of respondents and % for both types of respondents instead of a combined %.
Page 9 line 29: Please rephrase "This indicates that with their results" to clarify what you are referring to; in the context of the previous sentence, your message is unclear.
Page 9 line 34: You assume that the percentage of repeat participants is minimal. My primary comment is that this statement appears out of place here. I suggest moving it to the limitations. A more minor comment is whether you have any analysis that supports your assumption of minimal repeat participants? This analysis would be especially valuable on the coaching populations, as repeat participants may offer an alternative explanation for why the coaches' knowledge has routinely increased.
Page 9 line 38-41: In addition to poor knowledge of the exercises, in 2016 over half of the players reported not using the exercises even once in the past 6-8 weeks (when presumably training may have intensified in preparation for the tournament). Given that the majority of coaches reported using Safe Six during this period, this finding may be as a result of players not being able to recognise the exercises (see also earlier comment about who was included in the analysis of table 5) rather than players not actually using it. Regardless, there is an interesting mismatch between player and coach views that is worthy of further comment. The possibilities are that (a) coaches are showing social desirability bias, or (b) coaches are using the exercises but not educating their players about the exercises. If (b) is correct, then potentially more explicit messaging is required on the "knowledge transfer" assumption. Please consider whether additional information could be included within this paragraph.
Page 10 line 22: Suggest move reference [16] to the end of the preceding sentence.
Page 10 line 22: Suggest replace "This indicates" with "Such findings indicate" Page 10 line 28: Suggest reorder start of paragraph for clarity: While technology-based reach can be high, full utilization may be low. For example, an application focused on reducing ankle sprains had a low compliance once downloaded [17] . Therefore... Page 10 Limitations: As stated earlier, suggest including two further limitations: (1) A high proportion of players (>60%) could not be linked to specific coaches, and therefore caution is urged when interpreting the relationship between coach and player awareness; and (2) it is assumed that there was a low percentage of repeat participants due to xyz (see above).
Page 10 line 39: Suggest rephrase to: "...usage and exposure, and not observed behaviour. Therefore, the..." Page 10 Conclusion: Recommend that a specific statement relating to the usage results (for players, higher in 2015 post targeted marketing, but back to 2014 levels in 2016) be added to the conclusion (and the abstract if space allows).
REVIEWER
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GENERAL COMMENTS
My major concern with this manuscript is an ethical one. It seems that all the player participants werer 'required to complete a questionnaire' yet all players were under the age of 18 (some under the age of 13) and some were 'Learners with Special Education Needs. I have serious reservations as to whether it is appropriate for youth/children, particularly if they have some form of special education needs, to be required to participate in a research study without the consent of a parent or responsible adult. 4: Discussion: 1: Page 9, lines 34-36: The authors state " It must be noted that the percentage of repeat participants completing the questionnaire in subsequent years is assumed to be minimal (as with all studies using the SARU week rugby tournaments as the cohort)". References for the other studies using this cohort should be provided.
REVIEWER
2: Because assessing the fidelity of the program was an aim of the questionnaire, it would be worth mentioning (maybe in the methods) if the marketing campaign targeted educating players and coaches on the specific exercises.
3: Page 9 lines 52-55: The finding that players were interested in the preventative benefits of the safe six while coaches were interested in the performance related benefits is an important outcome. Has previous research demonstrated that improved performance related outcomes (strength, speed, change of direction speed etc.) can be obtained through implementation of the program? Was performance enhancement a marketing strategy used to improve coach uptake?
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Reviewer: 1 General overview. This paper has presented valuable results evaluating the effectiveness of a targeted marketing campaign in promoting knowledge and use of an injury prevention programme in youth rugby. The findings are of particular value for groups promoting similar programmes. Pg 6 para 2 "The BokSmart Safe Six is targeted at the coach and therefore the questionnaire (supplementary material I) assesses knowledge (of the BokSmart Safe Six) and its transfer to behaviour (reported usage of the BokSmart Safe Six) of the coaches, as well as the barriers and facilitators in this process. The questionnaire also assesses the fidelity of knowledge by requiring the participants to correctly name the exercises included in the BokSmart Safe Six programme. Following this, the BokSmart coach-targeted approach would assume that this knowledge of the programme would transfer from the coach to the player, and therefore, the questionnaire also assesses the knowledge and behaviour of the players regarding the BokSmart Safe Six."
Page 6 line 35: "it's" should read "its" RESPONSE: THANK YOU WE HAVE CHANGED THIS.
Page 6 line 56: Given that your analyses focused on players and on coaches, I initially presumed that questionnaires from those of an "unknown role" were removed from analysis. However, examining the numbers in Tables 1 and 2 show that you 4248 respondents with a known role (112 coaches + 4136 players; Table 1 ), but 4257 respondents were listed in (Table 2 )."
Page 7 Table 2 : By providing only a combined percentage, you are making a particularly interesting result less obvious (i.e., % coaches unaware of Safe Six decreases from 52% to 23% to 10%, while % players unaware decreases from 74% to 62%, then remains steady at 64%). Since you independently discuss is players and coaches, I suggest you amend you Table 4 . It was not possible to calculate percentages because of incorrect answers and some players answering more than others. The overall finding was that the players had a poor ability to name the exercises."
Page 8 Table 4 : If I am interpreting Table 4 correctly, then between 14 and 22 of the 47 coaches (or of the 36 who said that they were familiar with BokSmart) could correctly list each exercise. As you state in your discussion, these results clearly show that the ability to name the exercises was poor. Your results section on this point would benefit from making such a statement within the results (e.g., page 8 line 5).
RESPONSE: THANK YOU, WE HAVE NOW INCLUDED A STATEMENT FOR THIS (AS SEEN IN THE PREVIOUS COMMENT).
Pg 8 para 2 "This result showed poor ability to name the exercises."
Page 8 "If a participant had answered "no" to "have they ever heard of the BokSmart Safe Six" they were screened to not be included in this question, however if they left that question blank, they could be included."
RESPONSE: THANK YOU FOR THIS INPUT, WE WILL CONVEY THIS TO THE PROGRAMME IMPLEMENTERS AND QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPERS (SA RUGBY). WE HAVE ALSO INCLUDED A SENTENCE REGARDING THIS IN THE DISCUSSION.
Pg 10 para 2 "Furthermore, when considering the reported use of the exercises, in 2016 more than half of the players reported not using the exercises, whereas the majority of coaches reported that they did use the exercises. Whilst the question might over-estimate the implementation of the exercises, the knowledge transfer from coach to player appears to have decreased." Page 8 Table 5 : I do not understand why you have given a combined % here since your discussion is of coaches and of players separately. Suggest provide number of respondents and % for both types of respondents instead of a combined %.
RESPONSE: THANK YOU FOR THIS COMMENT, WE HAVE CHANGED THE TABLE AND INCORPORATED THIS SUGGESTION.
RESPONSE: THANK YOU FOR THIS, THIS SENTENCE HAS BEEN DELETED.
RESPONSE: THIS STATEMENT HAS BEEN MOVED TO THE LIMITATIONS SECTION. WE DO NOT HAVE ANALYSIS ON THESE REPEAT PARTICIPANTS, HOWEVER SA RUGBY HAVE ASSURED US IT IS A LOW % OF PLAYERS. HOWEVER, THE COACHES AT TOURNAMENTS HAVE NEVER BEEN ASSESSED AND THERE COULD BE AN INCREASED NUMBER OF REPEAT PARTICIPANTS, THIS WE HAVE NOW ADDED TO THE LIMITATIONS SECTION.
Pg 11 para 5 "It must be noted that the percentage of repeat players completing the questionnaire in subsequent years is assumed to be minimal (as with all studies using the SARU youth week rugby tournaments as the cohort), however the coaches have never been assessed and there could be more repeat participants"
RESPONSE: THANK YOU FOR THIS COMMENT, WE HAVE INCLUDED ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING THIS POINT IN THE PREVIOUS SECTION RELATING TO THE KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER.
Pg 10 para 2 "Furthermore, when considering the reported use of the exercises, in 2016 more than half of the players reported not using the exercises, whereas the majority of coaches reported that they did use the exercises. Whilst the question might over-estimate the implementation of the exercises, either the coaches are showing social desirability bias or the knowledge transfer from coach to player appears to have decreased. If it is the latter, at least the exercises are still being implemented." (2) it is assumed that there was a low percentage of repeat participants due to xyz (see above).
RESPONSE: THANK YOU. THE LIMITATIONS SECTION NOW READS: Pg 11 para 5 "This was a cross-sectional study with self-reported knowledge, usage and exposure. Therefore the results must be interpreted in this context. 44% of players could not be linked to a coach to determine the player/coach knowledge transfer, and this must be considered when interpreting those results. It must be noted that the percentage of repeat players completing the questionnaire in subsequent years is assumed to be minimal (as with all studies using the SARU youth week rugby tournaments as the cohort), however the coaches have never been assessed and there could be more repeat participants."
Page 10 line 39: Suggest rephrase to: "...usage and exposure, and not observed behaviour. Therefore, the..."
RESPONSE: THANK YOU, THIS HAS BEEN AMENDED.
Page 10 Conclusion: Recommend that a specific statement relating to the usage results (for players, higher in 2015 post targeted marketing, but back to 2014 levels in 2016) be added to the conclusion (and the abstract if space allows).
RESPONSE: THANK YOU, WE HAVE INCLUDED A STATEMENT IN THE CONCLUSION.
Pg 11/12 final sentence of the page "Reported usage of the programme increased in 2015 (I.e. the marketing period), but decreased to the pre-marketing levels in 2016."
Reviewer: 2
My major concern with this manuscript is an ethical one. It seems that all the player participants werer 'required to complete a questionnaire' yet all players were under the age of 18 (some under the age of 13) and some were 'Learners with Special Education Needs. I have serious reservations as to whether it is appropriate for youth/children, particularly if they have some form of special education needs, to be required to participate in a research study without the consent of a parent or responsible adult.
RESPONSE: WE APOLOGISE FOR THE MISLEADING WORDING. NO PARTICIPANT WAS "REQUIRED" TO COMPLETE THE QUESTIONNAIRE. THIS HAS NOW BEEN CHANGED IN THE REVISED MANUSCRIPT TO "INVITED TO COMPLETE". TO PUT THE ETHICS INTO CONTEXT, SA RUGBY REQUIRES THAT PARENTS/GUARDIANS AND PLAYERS PROVIDE WRITTEN CONSENT BEFORE THE START OF EACH TOURNAMENT. THE CONSENT COVERS HANDLING OF INJURIES, MEDICAL MATTERS, DRUG TESTING AND USE OF DATA FOR RESEARCH. OUR ETHICS COMMITTEE HAVE EXAMINED THIS INFORMED CONSENT AND CLEARED THE STUDY. EVEN THOUGH THE PLAYERS (AND PARENTS/GUARDIANS) GAVE THEIR CONSENT BEFORE THE TOURNAMENT, THEY WERE NOT FORCED TO COMPLETE THE QUESTIONNAIRE. THE CIRCUMSTANCES ALLOWED THEM TO HAND IN A BLANK QUESTIONNAIRE, IF THEY CHOSE TO, WITHOUT ANYONE KNOWING, SO THERE WAS NO PEER PRESSURE TO PARTICIPATE. THE QUESTIONNAIRE HAS NO PERSONAL IDENTIFIER ON IT. THIS IS THE PROCEDURE THAT WAS APPROVED BY THE HUMAN RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE AT OUR UNIVERSITY.
Reviewer: 3
Please leave your comments for the authors below Thank you for the opportunity to review this manuscript. This study investigated the impact of a targeted marketing campaign on coach and player knowledge and awareness of the BokSmart Safe Six Injury Prevent Program. I found this manuscript to be well written. I believe that the new information produced from this study will provide sporting bodies with a better understanding of how to best implement injury prevention programs to enhance athlete safety. Below are my specific comments.
1: Introduction-A: It is my thought that the introduction could benefit by providing greater detail about how the "Safe Six" was initially developed and why it should be implemented in youth rugby. This information would provide other sporting bodies with valuable information that can be used to develop injury prevention exercise programs. For example: * Has the "Safe six" been specifically designed for implementation in youth rugby? This is unclear in the introduction.
* Are the exercises in the "Safe Six" designed specifically to mitigate the risk of common injuries that occur in rugby (i.e nordic hamstring curls for hamstring injury prevention)? 
GENERAL COMMENTS
Thank you for addressing the comments that I posted. There are just a couple of additional points to adjust your revision, but I do not need to see another draft once these changes are made. Table 1 lists 254 unknown players, while Table 2 lists 245. I presume one is a typo. Table 1 lists 112 + 4136 = 4248 individuals of a known role. Table 2 lists 4050 individuals of a known role. Please resolve.
Page 8 lines 10-22: There is considerable repetition within this paragraph. Suggest rewriting to read: "The participants were asked to name the six exercises; this question was open-ended and retrospectively coded correct or not. The correct answers were tallied and the results are shown in Table 4 . It was not possible to calculate percentages because of incorrect answers and some players answering more than others. The overall finding was that the players had a poor ability to name the exercises, and these were then assessed to be correct and tallied up." to "The overall finding was that the players had a poor ability to name the exercises. Multiple participants could name some of the six exercises, but not all of them, and different combinations of the exercises." 
REVIEWER
GENERAL COMMENTS
Thank you for providing me with the opportunity to review the revised version of this manuscript.
As previously stated better understanding of how to improve the reach of injury prevention programs will be valuable information to sport governing bodies.
I believe that the authors of the manuscript have adequately addressed the comments provided in the initial review.
VERSION 2 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
COMMENT: Table 1 lists 254 unknown players, while Table 2 lists 245. I presume one is a typo. Page 8 lines 10-22: There is considerable repetition within this paragraph. Suggest rewriting to read: "The participants were asked to name the six exercises; this question was open-ended and retrospectively coded correct or not. The correct answers were tallied and the results are shown in Table 4 . It was not possible to calculate percentages because of incorrect answers and some players answering more than others. The overall finding was that the players had a poor ability to name the exercises, and these were then assessed to be correct and tallied up." to "The overall finding was that the players had a poor ability to name the exercises. Multiple participants could name some of the six exercises, but not all of them, and different combinations of the exercises."
RESPONSE: THANK YOU, WE HAVE CHANGED THE WORDING TO THE ABOVE.
